





















































The table on the previous page shows that reconstruction
and major construction--the projects that improve rather
than just maintain the highway system--are the projects most
affected by reductions in funding. Highway improvements
are most dramatically affected by funding cuts because they
can normally be postponed without damage to the existing
asystem. However, if maintenance and resurfacing of existing
highways are postponed too long, deterioration will increase
costs and seriously damage the integrity of the system.

Impact of 1987 Punding Cuts.

The Department of Transportation's current highway
improvement plan for the years through 1991 was based on
the revenues it projected would be available for highway
improvements. Those projections included the phased-in
transfer of the motor vehicle excise tax (MVET)} revenues
from the general fund. However, during the 1987 legislative
session the transfer of MVET revenues was cancelled.

The table on the following page shows the impact of
the 1987 legislative changes on the Department's highway
improvement program. The 1987 legislature cancelled the
phased-in transfer of the motor vehicle excise tax from the
general fund and, instead, allowed only 5% of the revenues
to be transferred. This decreased the amount of actual
available hichway revenues by more than $90 million below
what the Department had projected would be available during
the 1988~-1989 bienium. In response to these cuts the
Bepartment announced the postponement of $96 million of
projects that had been scheduled for 1988.

The table also shows that unless the legislature acts
this year to restore adequate funding for highways, an
additional $140 to $150 million of projects will need to
be postponed or dropped from the 1390 and 1991 program. The
cumulative impact of the cuts made in 1987 is a reduction
of mearly $240 million in revenues compared to the revenues
the nt projected would be available when they
developed their five vyear highway improvement program.,
Bestoring this $240 million in highway funding is necessary
to prevent important projects from being dropped from the
program. New money in addition to the $240 million would
be needed in order to add new projects and increase the
amount of highway maintenance and improvements over what
is scheduled in the Department's current five year program.




IMPACT OF 1987 LEGISIATURE ON MINNESOTA HIGHWAY FUNDING
{all dollars in millions - $060,000)

FY 1688 FY 198% TFY 1880 FY 1381

Frojected Total Highway Revenues $389 $389 $436 $416
priexr to 1987 Sessicn

Revenue lost due to cancellation of

MVET Transfer from General Fund {$51) ($51) {578} {$78)

—-——— - o s o

Projected Current lLaw Revenues

foxr Righways from Fuel Taxes, MV $338 $338 $338 $338
Registration, Federal Aid and

Brivers Licenses *

Actual New Revenues for Highways
After 1987 Legislative Session $5 §5 $s $5

Actual Total Highway Revenues $343 $343 $343 $343

Sheortfail in Actual Revenues
Frem Projected Total $46 $46 $73 $73

TOTAL SHORTFALL in Biennium $92 $14¢6

CUMULATIVE SHORTFALL BY 1991
{revenues necessary to restore $238
current planned projects)

SOURCE: Minnesota Department of Transportation and Senate Staff.
* Based on current levels of taxes, constitutionally mandated distribution

of money in the Highway User’s Fund and legislative appropriations from
the Trunk Highway Fund.
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INTERSTATE AND FOUR LANE HIGHWAY ACCESS
TO MINNESOTA'S MAJOR ECONOMIC CENTERS

The map on the following page shows the six major
economic centers in Minnesota. It also shows the federal
interstate highway system and the major four 1lane trunk
highways in the State.

The map shows that five of the six major economic
centers in the State have direct access to the interstate
system and to the metropolitan area. Direct access to the
interstate system and to the metropolitan area is often a
major factor in the location of manufacturing businesses.
It is particularly important for businesses that rely on
trucks to transport materials and products.

The Mankato area is the only one of the six major
centers of economic activity in the State that does not have
direct four lane access to the interstate system. Because
of the bottleneck near Shakopee, the Mankato area is also
the cnly major economic activity center in the State that
does not have direct four lane access to the metropolitan
area. Improved highway access in this region is important
to its diversified economy. State investment in improving
the highways in southern Minnesota would be an important
investment in the economic future of the region and the
State.

The table below shows the level of economic activity
in each of the six major centers shown on the map as measured
by wholesale and retail sales and the number of manufacturing
jobs. The table shows that the Mankato area is clearly one
of the six largest centers of economic activity in Minnescta.
It is the third largest area in terms of the number of
manufacturing jobs. The next largest centers of economic
activity in the State are significantly smaller than Mankato
and include cities such as Winona and Albert lLea.

MAJOR CENTERS OF ECONOMIC ACTIVITY IN MINNESOTA

Total Retail Number of
and Wholesale Manufacturing
Rank city/Axea Sales ($000) Jobs

1 Minneapolis / St. Paul $42,068,985 178,600
2 Moorhead / Fargo, HD $3,341,124 4,700
3 Duluth $1,256,038 3,790
§ 8t. Cloud $1,018,354 3,200
5 Rochestex $730,382 9,800
& Mankato / :.meo $666,192 $,700

SOURCE: ef Transportation Trunk Highway MNarket Artexy
MWy, 13873 and City of Moorhead. lNote: Data
for Ssorhesd manufacturing jobs is from 1982 and zetalil
m wholesals sales is from 1985,
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ECONOMIC ACTIVITY CENTERS AND
TRANSPORTATION ROUTES IN THE MANEKATO REGION

The Mankato area is the only one of the six major
economic activity centers in the State that is not located
directly on an interstate highway. The table below shows
the amount of economic activity in Mankato and North Mankato
and the four nearby cities in the greater Mankato region.

ECONOMIC ACTIVITY IN GREATER MANKATO REGION

Total Retail Number of
and tho'esale  Manufacturing
City/Area Sales ($200) Jobs

Hankato/North Mankato $666,392 5,700
New Ulm $130,080 2,800
St. Peter $54,611 800
Waseca $48,89) 3,100
LeSueur $40,096 800

TOTAL $940,080 13,000

SOURCE: Department of Transportation Trunk Highway Market Artery
Study (July, 1987) .

The map on the following page shows these cities and
the transportation routes in the area. The primary
connection between the cities of New Ulm, Mankato, and Waseca
and Interstate Highway 35 is Trunk Highway 14. Sections
of Highway 14 between Mankatce and I-35 are deteriorated,
marrow and unsafe, particularly for large trucks. Upgrading
this highway to four lane status is one of the highest
priorities of the Southern Minnesota Highway Improvement
Assocciation. Some improvements have been made along Highway
(4 andéd others are included within the Department of
Transportation’s five vyear program. However, completion
of these projects may be in jeopardy if the cuts in state
highway funding are not restored.

The map also shows that the major connection for these
cities with the metropolitan area is Highway 169. Although
much of Highway 169 is a four lane road, there is a serious
bottleneck and interruption of four lane access to the
metropelitan area near Shakopee. A more detziled map on
page 9 shows this bottleneck and the break in four lane
scsess to the metropolitan area for traffic using Highway
16%. Traffic must pass through downtown Shakopee and travel
east along Highway 13 to reach I~35W. The proposed Shakopee
bypass and improvements to the Bloomington Perry Bridge
across the Minpnesots River would provide alternative routes
and improved access to the metropolitan area and its freeway
gysten, EBliminating this bottleneck in the Shakopee arvea
iz & second major priority for the Southern Minnesota Highway
E st Association.
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ASSOCIATION OF

555 Park Street

Suite 300

St Paul. Minnesota 55103
612/224-3344

Minnesota citizens and businesses
expect and reguire good roads.
Local governments need money from
the state for the construction,
reconstruction and maintenance of
state-aid highways.

The funding mechanism agreed upon
by the State lLegislature in 1981
-~ transfer of a portion of the
motor vehicle excise tax (MVET)
-— has consistently been delayed
because the state has used the
moniey to help balance the budget.
Bo alternative funding has been
provided to replace the lost MVET
dellars.

The anger and frustration of
iocal government officials faced
with ever-increasing road and
bridge needs has intensified with
each year of delay.

The Minnesota Department of
Transportation (Mn/DOT) has pro-
posed & metropolitan sales tax to
be used for funding roads state-
wﬁé& Such a solution would be
sgptable to the menmbers of

Because state leaders seem unable
te deviess an alternative funding
program or €o transfer the prom-
jsed BYET dollars, the Associa-
tios of Minnesota Counties (AMC)
will propose & funding program in
1988,

MINNESOTA COUNTIES

HIGHWAY FINANCING IN 1988

1988 TRANSPORTATION FUNDING
PROPOSAL

The AMC’s Subcommittee on Trans-
portation has met with other
interested parties to discuss
the possibility of forming a
coalition to work on 1988
legisliation. Also discussed was
the need to propose legislation
early as an alternative to
administration proposals.

The legislation package proposed
includes the following items:

1. TRANSFER OF 50 PERCENT OF
THE MVET FUNDING PROMISED
IN 1981 ($110 MILLION) AND
REINSTATE A PHASED TRANSFER
FOR THE REMAINING 50 PER-
CENT.

2. Some type of funding for
mass transit in urban
areas.

3. Wheelage tax for the seven-
county metropolitan area
with the option of a wheel-
age tax available to the
c.her counties.

4. seneral capital bonding
authority for all counties
in minnesota.

5. State bonding for bridge
repair ($20 million}.

6. Repeal MVET on local
governments and sales tax
paid by ¥n/DOT.




ASSOCIATION OF

MINNESOTA COUNTIES

555 Park Street

Suite 300

St Paul. Minnesota 55103
612/224-3344

TIME FOR TRANSPORTATION

The 1988 legislative session
is six months away. The
Governor’s budget amendments
and legislative priorities
will be in final phases within
three months.

If counties want to make an
impact on transportation
funding now is the time.
Counties must take a leader-
ship role. 1In 1987 we failed
to lead and were derailed by
unfulfilled promises, lack of
commitment, political postur~
ing, budget constraints and an
uncaring citizenry.

1988 is going to be equally
gifficult. Already an MVET
transfer is taking a back seat
in the improved state fiscal
health. There is little or no
recognition that MVET fueled
the biennial budget. The
Governor and legislators are
spending the ®surplus® on the
Greater Minnesota Corporation,
election vyear tax vrelief,
sducation and & half a dozen
other “priorities®. Trange~

tion is not one of those
top priorities. Why not?

Fow is the time to build a
strong coalition arsund local
governpent, Hinnesota Good
Reads, transit, ¢the bhapdi-
capped, the construction
industry, laber, tourise,

agriculture and other bene~
factors of transportation
funding.

The coalition needs to reach
beyond its own collective
interests to the public. The
public is not knowledgeable
about transportation money or
how money raised through the
excise tax is being used.
Maybe the public will agree
with the state policy of
spending excise tax dollars on
other state needs. Maybe they
can help make the hard choices
between gas tax, license and
fee increases versus the
utilization of the excise tax
for other than transportation
purposes if they are informed.
They need to be informed. The
coalition needs to fulfill
that role -~ because no ohe
else will.

Transportation funding must
not be denied in the 1%8%
legislative session! By
Febru % it must be an abso-
lute priority. Roads, bridues
and transit are as lsportant
to this state ard its sepial
and sconomic well being as are
education, environsent and
other husen needs. It s %2iee
to balenve our prieritiss. It
is transportatiens Liee!
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